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Mr. Edward O. Fritts Ltk
President & CEO " '
National Association of Broadcasters

1771 N Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20036-2891 P

Re: MM Docket No. 99-25, Low Power Radio

Dear Mr. Fritts:

I am writing in response to your letter of January 12, 2000, You-ask that I direct
Commission staff to answer a series of questions posed in youe letter about the details of
a proposed low power FM radio service. You further request ﬁatl delay Commission
consideration of any such proposal until we have provided youswithi#hose answers. You
base your requests. in part, on the need for “NAB to determin gher.a low power
service could be instituted . .. .7

I note that the issues raised in your letter have been the ¢ sject of extensive public
comment. and have been thoroughly discussed in meetings, written submissions, and
other ex parte communications that have occurred in accordange with our rules over the
last two years. [ can assure you that our staff has carefully cofifidedd all of the issues
raised in your letter and that the staff’s proposal to the Commission reflects that
consideration. And I know that you share my respect for the meticulous review that my
fellow commissioners and their staffs will give to the proposal;:and to the issues you
raise, as they consider this matter.

Further, I trust you will agree that the prolonged duratigmsof this.proceeding has
given the NAB ample opportunity to participate, and that the has more than taken
advantage of that opportunity. The initial petition for rule making iirthis matter was
placed on public notice by the Commission on February 5, 1998, -alftvost two years ago.
Following extensive public comment, the Commission issued aNotice of Proposed Rule
Making in January 1999. That Notice cstablished a four month period for public
comment, a relatively long comment period by agency standards, that was to end on May

12. 1999.

Following adoption of the Notice, the NAB and some of its members made a
series of requests for extensions of the comment period. All four-extension requests
made by the NAB and its members were granted by the Commission, some over the
vigorous objection of other parties. As aresult of these extenslbn requests, the original
four-month comment period became a ten-month comment periedy§ig;extension of over
six months. E
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Throughout the extended comment period and therea.ﬁergle NAB has filed
voluminous comments, reply comments, technical studies, and other submissions. NAB
staff has also met repeatedly with Commission staff and with the individual
commissioners. In just the last eight days, the NAB has filed a set of “Further
Comments™ and a technical analysis review, and has met with FCC staff, including
separate meetings with my chief of staff and my senior legal adviser. These filings and
meetings by the NAD are in addition to numerous other filings-and meetings undertaken
by individual broadcasters that are NAB members.

I know that our staff has been as forthcoming as possiblv__g,s;&gar@g the matters
and various proposals at issue in this proceeding. I have also been quite clear as to my
views, both in my meetings with the NAB and through my staff. And, through its
extensive participation in this matter, the NAB has made its views quite clear as well.

For these reasons. I see no purpose for further delay and I will be placing this
matter on the agenda of the next open Commission meeting, scheduled for January 20,

2000.

I appreciate your concerns and, as I have said repeatedly, I would never support
any Commission action that would disturb the integrity of the free over-the-air radio
service that has served the public so well for the better part of the last century. I am
confident that the Commission’s action in the low power FM proceeding will follow this

principle.

Sincerely,

William E. Kennard
Chairman

il
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FCC Chairman Kennard 202-418-1000 / fax 202-418-2801
The Portals II Building

TW-A325, 445 12th Street, S.W.

Washi.ngton, D.C. 20554

Regarding: FCC January 20th Vote On LPFM, MM Docket I{o 99-25
=

Dear Chairman Kennard:

I support Low Power FM (LPFM) as outlined in the FCC's NPRM, docket MM 99-25.

It has come to my attention that the FCC intends to vote at i fan 2 h meeting to severely
cut the (NPRM) proposal providing for only non~commercial sta a maximum power of
100 watts (severely limiting coverage to only 3.5 miles instead of 9 miles for 1 kW).

As you stated in Radio World April 15, 1998, you're interestéd in creating a low-power radio
service, “so that small businesses and churches and community groups can use the airwaves to
broadcast to their communities.” To place such severe limits on LPFM would doom the service
before it begins, making it impossible to obtain enough financial support. What reason can the
FCC give for not permitting LPEM stations at 1000 watts, other thamito pretect NAB member
stations from competition? %

3
The public has overwhelming spoken on this matter by the thoﬁitnds?l‘o ignore the public
and cave to political pressure from the National Association of Broadcasters (NAB) is a disgrace.
Use of anti-competitive actions by the NAB should be investigat? by the Justice Department.

The NAB tried to cause confusion on this issue by claiming that the new LPFM stations
would cause interference to existing stations. A receiver study conducted by the FCC proved this
to be incorrect. The NAB raised this smokescreen issue to attempt to conceal its real dislike for
LPFM, the fact that it does not want competition for listeners or advertising revenues for its
member stations. The FCC cannot prevent competition and is supposed to promote competition.

I hope the FCC will vote for LPFM in its full form as proposed in the NPRM to allow, for
the first time, people of limited financial means to have a voice in beopadcasting in America.

Respectfully,

Mike Hoyer - Presidefit, DeForest Broadcasting Company, Inc., Mmm WI
No. of Capies rec'd _A_.
i.ist ABCDE
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Dear Z & &, R KEMN NG, ! 3
I am a supporter of creation of a Low Power FM (LPFM) radio service as
outlined in the FCC's Notice of Proposed Rul ing in docket MM 99-25,
which called for creation of 1000 watt and 100 commercial and non-

commercial LPFM stations nationwide.

It has come to my attention that the FCC intends ' vo&t its Jan 20th meeting

to severely gut this proposal (NPRM) providing for anly nen-commercial
stations with maximum power of 100 watts (coveragfs u#rmted to only 3.5
miles as oppossed to 9 miles for a 1000 watt stanon) 3

To place such severe limits on LPFM would doom théfgervice before it begins,
making it impossible to obtain enough financial sq:po j without being able to
sell commercial airtime, to exist. A

What possible reason can the FCC give for not perf§itting commercially
supported LPFM stations, other than to protect NAlimember stations from
competition? Commercial support has nothmg to ithdnterference! There is
no good reason to doom the LPFM service by taking away its ability to support
itself by the sale of commercial advertising, a methaad of gupport that has served
this nations stations well for over 75 years!

In fact to not allow commercial support would do a great dis-service to small
businesses in America that cannot afford to advertise-on full-power radio
stations. Their needs would have been met by LPFM stations. A decision to not
allow commercial support would have a vast negative impact on small business
in America and may well violate some rules of the Small Business
Administration.

I wish to remind you that there was an overwhelming number (thousands) of
comments filed in this proceeding supporting the creation of 1000 watt and 100
watt stations, allowing for both commercial and non-cormterclal operation as
set forth in the FCC's NPRM.
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The public has spoken on this matter and to ignore this pulilic mandate and cave
in to political pressure from the National Association of Broadcasters (NAB) is
a disgrace and and use of such anti-competitive actions by the NAB should be
investigated by the Justice Department. 3

The NAB tried to cause confusion on this issue by claigping that the new LPFM
stations would cause interference to existing stations. £ receiver study
conducted by the FCC proved this to be incorrect. The NAB raised this
smokescreen issue to attempt to conceal its real dislilge forLPFM, the fact that
it does not want competition for listeners or advertising revenues for its member
stations. The FCC cannot prevent competition and is supposed to promote
competition. : | ;

1 would hope that the FCC would vote for LPFM in its full fodm as proposed in
the NPRM or delay the vote to clear the way for a workable LPFM service of
1000 watt and 100 watt commercial and non-commercial stations.

Respectfully, .

Chuck Patrick Mikolasek
1705 17* Avenue
Menominee, MI 49858
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I am a supporter of creation of a Low Power FM (LP rado service as ‘/ZEZ)
outlined in the FCC's Notice of Proposed Rulemaking in ket 99-25, whiﬂh
called for creation of 1000 watt and 100 watt commercial and on-commercial /?(]6 200
LPFM stations nationwide. ; PidgR,
! ~ 0
It has come to my attention that the FCC intends to vo®e at its Jan 2P, 1 2 TI0NS
L3 %W

meeting to severely gut this proposal (NPRM) providing for only non-commercial
stations with maximum power of 100 watts (coverage thus Jimited to only 3.5 miles
a3 oppossed to 9 miles for a 1000 watt station). §

To place such severe limits on LPFM would doom the service before it
begins, making it impossible to obtain enough financial support, without being able
to sell commercial airtime, to exist. : K
1d

What possible reason can the FCC give for not permitting cdemercially
supported LPFM stations, other than to protect NAB member stations from
competition? Commercial support has nothing to do with interfepence! There is no
good raeason to doom the LPFM sexvice by taking away its ability to support itself
by the sale of commercial advertising, a method of support that has served this
nations stations well for over 75 years!

In fact to not allow commercial support would do a grei‘ dis-service to small
businegses in America that cannot afford to advertise on full-power radio stations.
Their needs would have been met by LPFM stations. A decision to not allow
commercial support would have a vast negative impact on small business in
America and may well violate some rules of the Small Business Administration.

1 wish to remind you that there was an overwhelming number (thousands) of
comments filed in this proceeding supporting the creation of 1000 watt and 100
watt stations, allowing for both commercial and non-commercial operation as set
forth in the FCC's NPRM.

The public has spoken on this matter and to ignore :tis public mandate and
cave in to political pressure from the National Associat of Broadcasters {NAB) is
a disgrace and and use of such anti-competitive acticns by the NAB should be
investigated by the Justice Department.

The NAB tried to cause confusion on this issue by claiming that the new
LPFM stations would cause interference to existing stations. A receiver study
conducted by the FCC proved this to be incorrect. The NAB raised this
smokegcreen issue to attempt to conceal its real dislike for LPFM, the fact that it
does not want competition for listeners or advertising revenues for its member
stations. The FCC cannot prevent competition and is supposed to promote
competition. ’

1 would hope that the FCC would vote for LPFM in its full form as proposed
in the NPRM or delay the vote to clear the way for a workable LPFM service of
1000 watt and 100 watt commercial and non-commercial sta;ionsﬁ

Respectfully,

/M/ H) { \
Fishe, CA a

e
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Joseph Farah® mmentary — part
By Sarah Foster

©1997, WorldNetDaily.com

With helicopters hovering overhead, dozens of federal and local
agents armed with assault rifles stormed three homes in the
Tampa, Florida, area, shattering the pre-dawn calm in otherwise
quiet, family neighborhoods.

Were the targets of the coordinated attack dangerous terronsts?
Drug dealers? Hired assassins? No, this show of federal force

1of7 01/19/2000 5:12 PM
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was directed against people who operate unlicensed extremely
low-frequency (under 100 watts) FM radio stations. It was
nitiated by the Federal Communications Commission that has
made the elimination of unlicensed broadcasting operators a
high-prionity item.

Arthur Kobres, 53, was one of the three. Before théNov. 19 raid
he broadcast from his suburban home Lutz Commufiaty Radio - a
24-hour conservative, Christian talk-radio station, which he said
had been dubbed “Chuck Harder on steroids,” a reference to the
popular pational conservative broadcaster. The 60-watt station
had a range of about 10 or 12 square miles.

“They came here at about 6:45 in the moming and nearly
frightened us to death,” said Kobres, recalling how he and his
wife were awakened by a helicopter shining a spothight in their
window.

“It was a muni-Waco,” he continued. “We looked out, and there
were wall-to-wall police cars, men-in-black carrying assault
rifles. Some were running towards the house with one of those
battering ram things. If we hadn’t opened the door, there’d have
been no more door.”

As near as Kobres could tell, most of the fedcops were U.S.
Marshals, though “no one bothered to identify themselves.”
Because FCC agents are not deputized to carry firearms, any
gun-toting on a raid like this must be by personnel from other
agencies. Kobres estimates there were about 20 agents at his
home, some “running around with guns,” a few unarmed FCC
personnel and local sheniff’s department representatives, “to hand
over jurisdiction to the feds,”” he explained.

Mrs. Kobres, a teacher, had “about a hundred kids waiting,” so
she was allowed to dress and leave for work. Kobres, handcuffed,
was driven to a federal jail where he was held while agents
searched his home, removing all broadcasting equipment and
demolishing the transmitter, which had a number of legal ham
antennas attached. He was not released until he signed a
statement, under duress, that he would not take any actions to
recover his confiscated cquipment.

e

01/19/2000 5:12 PM
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Although the government has filed civil actions against all three
broadcasters seeking the forfeiture of their equipment, Kobres
was charged with 14 criminal counts of operating a radio station
without a license, a violation of Title 47 of the U.S. Code. Of the
three, he is the only one facing criminal charges, which he can’t
help but suspect might be due to the content of his bsoadcasts.
His was the only political station, the others specialized in music.
One account described his programming as “anti-government,” an
epithet he denies.

“I tned to make people understand how we’re losing our
freedoms and our country,” he said. I believe in the Constitution,
the Bill of Rights, and you could call me a patriot — but that’s
been made a really bad word these days, though it shouldn’t be.”

He usually didn’t appear on the programs himself. In order to
make otherwise inaccessible matenal available to his listeners, he
either linked directly to talk shows or rebroadcast programs taken
from short-wave.

Kobres said the conduct of the agents was “fairly civilized,” once
they were in the house. This was not the case for micropower
broadcaster Doug Brewer in Temple Terrace, another Tampa
community. Brewer’s 100-watt microstation he called Party
Pirate, covered about 20 miles and specialized in altemative and
new music, spiced with -- according to a Wal! Street Journal
piece a month before the raid -- sexy banter and outrageous
remarks.

“Doug’s a heck of a great guy, but he’s a biker type and has long
hair -- plus a big following among the kids — so they hit him with
extra heavy force to make him an example,” said Kobres.

Indeed, Brewer, 44, and his wife, Karen, were raided at 6:30 a.m.
The scenario was similar to that at the Kobres’ -- with helicopter
and searchlights, but many more armed agents. A
multi-jurisdictional task force-was deemed necessary, comprised~
of U.S. M ~1ocal police, Customs agents, and a man who,
according to Rrewer, identified himself as being with the Central
Intelligence Agency. Theoretically, the CIA has no jurisdiction
within the United ~The entire block was cordoned off,

a3
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“There was enough military force used to take over a small
country,” Brewer told WorldNetDaily. “Our home was invaded
by over a dozen armed thugs with automatic weapons and we
were held hostage for over 12 hours.” The Brewers were ordered

—- at gun point -- to lie face-down on the floor while they were
handcuffed. Though his wife was soon released, Brewer was kept
in handcuffs for two hours. “At one time there were more than 25
people here with guns -- this in addition to the 12 or 13 unarmed,
but very arrogant FCC personnel,” he said. ]

All his broadcasting equipment was taken, a crane was brought in
to dismantle the tower, which was also used for licensed ham
radio transmitting. As Brewer sces it, the agents went “way
beyond” the scope of the warrant. In addition to the broadcasting
equipment, they took 15,000 CDs, a video camera and
equipment, and a digital clock.

Brewer believes the Wall Street Journal article of Oct. 21 helped
trigger the attack by over-emphasizing his “redneck biker” image
and calling attention to the “unprecedented boom in illegal
broadcasting.”

The FCC filed charges against me the same day that piece came
out,” he said. “A month later, they came after us.”

Ironically, the Tampa raids occurred one week after Federal
District Court Judge Claudia Wilken announced her ruling in
favor of Stephen Dunifer of Free Radio Berkeley, another
“pirate” at loggerheads with the FCC. The agency is seeking an
injunction to close his down his 15-watt station - which airs a
mix of music and political commentary -- and threatens to fine
him $20,000. Judge Wilken’s denied the motion and ordered the
FCC to submit within 14 days a brief addressing the specific
constitutional issues raised. The FCC has yet to respond.

“This (the raids by the FCC in Tampa) certainly shows that the
FCC has nothing but contempt for due process and the Bill of
Rights,” said Dunifer.

San Francisco Liberation Radio’s Richard Edmondson deplored

the raid as “a display of lawless thuggery which demonstrates to
me more clearly than ever that the U.S. government does not care

40f7 01/19/2000 5:12 PM
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about its own courts, its own laws, or its own Co?stituﬁon.”

The Florida raids sent shock waves through the micropower
broadcasting community, which today includes hundreds of
stations and potentially hundreds of thousands of listeners in this
country -- and extends worldwide. Thanks to enormous strides in
technology, it is possible for anyone to set up a radio station in
their home, and literally hundreds of “pirate” stahons are
springing up in neighborhoods. Some cover just a few blocks,
others entire communities. Their programming is as varied m
content as the personal views of the broadcasters themselves:
conservative, liberal, radical, ethnic, religious, atheist -- or
completely non-ideological. There’s Black Liberation Radio,
broadcast from a housing project in Springfield, [llinois; Guerrilla
Radio in Bakersfield, Calif.; San Francisco Liberation Radio;
Watts Up?!, in Los Angeles — the list goes on and on.

The question many might ask is: if broadcasting withoui a license
is illegal, why don’t would-be broadcasters simply get a license?
It’s the old catch-22.

“What people don’t realize is, we can’t get a license — and we’ve
all tried,” said Kobres. The FCC will only grant licenses to
stations of 100 or more watts. That wasn’t always the case.
“Before 1978 if you wanted to operate a low-watt station, you
could get a Class D license from the FCC, but the National
Association of Broadcasters lobbied hard to get nd of these.
Within a year, by 1979, they weren’t issuing the Class Ds
anymore,” Kobres explained.

As Brewer sees it, the continued refusal to reopen the airwaves is
driven by the large mainstream stations who want to dominate the
market completely. These are the parties that complain to the
FCC that a pirate station is interfering with reception in an area.

“We had too much populanity,” said Brewer. “People were
listening to us - we didn’t hurt anyone, we had fun, but we made
the corporations look bad.”

The idea that corporations are behind the FCC’s crackdown on

“pirates” and its refusal to grant licenses is shared by many in
micropower broadcasting, and like Brewer they base their claims

50f7 01/19/2000 5:12 PM
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on personal experience.

Mike Calderon, of Kansas City, Missouni, whose transmitter was
seized Nov. 6, a couple of weeks before the Tampa raids, is one
who agrees. Calderon had been broadcasting only six months
before the FCC seized his transmitter, following a complaint to
the FCC by a big, hcensed station.

“They call us pirates — you know who are the piratg? The big
corporations that want to gobble everyone — those are the
pirates,”” Calderon remarked, bitterly.

Calderon featured Hispanic music, “to fill people’s days with
sunshine — and we ran public service announcements.” As the
only Spanish-language station in Kansas City, he could reach a
segment of the city’s population of anywhere from 55,000 to
90,000 people otherwise overlooked and unserved by other radio
stations. “They complain about me — as if my little 65-watt
‘candle’ could interfere with their 1,000-watt ‘floodlight,””
Calderon said. He, too, would like to see licenses routinely
granted for stations under 100 watts.

“Corporate collusion” — Brewer’s words -- between the FCC and
the National Association of Broadcasters, certainly seems to be a
factor in the FCC attitude towards the micropower broadcasters,
but it may not be the only one. Kobres suggested another, darker
explanation. A year or so ago, he said, a law was passed
replacing the Emergency Broadcasting System with a new
Emergency Alert System. This required all licensed stations to put
in special equipment (by Jan. 1, 1997), that enables the president
to have “instant access to the airwaves” just by pressing a button.
The rationale is that in case of a sudden emergency, the president
can immediately alert the American people.

“When you think about it,” said Kobres, “The one thing certain
people don’t want in that case is a bunch of hittle stations out
there, uncontrolled, that can broadcast whatever they want.”

Sarahk Foster is an associate of the Western Journalism Center and a
reporter for its Internet newspaper WorldNetDaily.
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January ﬁ, 2000

Re: Low Powered FM Radio

Dear Chairman Kennard: ‘

| have learned through various sources that the FCC intends t& vote on a much
watered down LPFM plan. As | understand it, the Commissi§n plahs to restrict the
new stations to either 10 watts or 100 watts at roughly 100 féet. In addition, the new
plan will restrict these stations to a non commercial status and retain the second and

third adjacent channel restrictions. i
%

To be blunt, if this is the plan that the FCC is planning to vote or& is doomed to
failure from the outset. If the second and third channel restrictions remain almost no
one will qualify for a LPFM station. Add to this the rastriction of 100 watts or less and
you have severely limited the ability of anyone to succeed. And if you further restrict
them to a non commercial status and you have “nailed the‘ast n‘m the coffin.”

It seems clear that tremendous political pressure has been brought to bear by the
large corporations that now control the vast majority of the stations in this country.
They claimed from the outset that these new low powered FM stations would cause
interference to existing stations and jeopardize IBOC. However, thé®FCC’s own
studies have proven that this is not the case. And the very fact that you would consider
making the new stations non commercial proves the fact that the ®al focus of the
existing media's objection to these new stations is financial.

Surely the thousands and thousands of responses irtfavoi of this proposal must
mean something. There is no doubt that this is an idea that the peopie want. Please
don't let a few corporate executives block what is in the best interest of the American
people. .

Sincerely,
//Z:Z_._"’/ *
homas Boyhan |
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via facsimile

January 18, 2000

Chaiman Billy Tauzin
2183 Rayburn Bldg.
Washington, DC 20515

Dear Chairman Tauzin:

it has come to our attention that the FCC hopes to implement a scaled
down, non-commercial version of a Low Power FM service that will
create important new opportunities for educational institutions, churches,
local govemments, and community organizations. in particular, access to
the airwaves is critical for the success of the Louisiana music industry, and
any expansion of non-commercial radio will tum into the types of critical
exposure our artists need and deserve.

While the internet and other digital technologies may become a long-
term solution to these problems, in the short term FM radio is the only
technology with universal penetration in this country. While we know
you questioned the reach of the initial FCC proposal, we sincerely hope
you will be supportive of this limited, non-commercial compromise
position crafted by the FCC.

Sincerely,

Ellis L. Marsalis, Jr.
Chairman
t ouisiana Music Commission

. Chaimman William Kennard
Commissioner Susan Ness
Commissioner Gloria Tristani
Commissioner Michael Powell
Commissioner Harold Furtchgott-Roth
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List ABCD
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ear Chairman Kennard: OR|GINAL /\A /m q q J%§E|VED

[ am a supporter of creation of a Low Power FM (LPFM) radio service agoutlined in the FCW4R 06 2000
Notice of Proposed Rule-making in docket MM 99-25, which called for ciéssion of 1000 watt and ox
100 watt commercial and non-commercial LPFM stations nationwide. o mL cmumwuumué mooﬂmmn

It has come to my attention that the FCC intends to vote at its Jan 20th mecting to.severely gut this

proposal (NPRM) providing for only non-commercial stations with maxi N "‘mof 100 watts

(coverage thus limited to only 3.5 miles as opposed to 9 miles for a 1000 watt station).

To place such severe limits on LPFM would doom the service before it b&, ssaking it impossible
to obtain enough financial support, without being able to sell commercial air-time, to exist.

What possible reason can the FCC give for not permitting commercially sifipiétted LPFM stations,
other than to protect NAB member stations from competition? Commercial support has nothing to do
with interference! There is no good reason to doom the LPFM service by taking away its ability to
support itself by the sale of commercial advertising, a method of support het has served this nations

stations well for over 75 years!

In fact to not allow commercial support would do a great disservice to small businesses in America
that cannot afford to advertise on full-power radio stations. Their needs wotld Bave been met by
LPFM stations. A decision to not allow commercial support would have s vasinegstive impact on
small business in America and may well violate some rules of the Small Business Administration.

I wish to remind you that there was an overwhelming number (thousands) of comments filed in this
proceeding supporting the creation of 1000 watt and 100 watt stations, allowing for both commercial
and non-commercial operation as set forth in the FCC's NPRM.

The public has spoken on this matter and to ignore this public mandate and cave in to political
pressure from the National Association of Broadcasters (NAB) is a disgrece and use of such ant-
competitive actions by the NAB should be investigated by the Justice Department.

The NAB tried to cause confusion on this issue by claiming that the new LPFM stations would cause
interference to existing stations. A receiver study conducted by the FCCiprow & this to be incorrect.
The NAB raised this smoke-screen issue to attempt to conceal its real difliike for LPFM, the fact that
it does not want competition for listeners or advertising revenues for its ssember stations. The FCC
cannot prevent competition and is supposed to promote competition.

I would hope that the FCC would vote for LPFM in its full form as proposed.in the NPRM or delay
the vote to clear the way for a workable LPFM service of 1000 watt and’1004watt commercial and

non-commercial stations.

Respectfully, »

Zachary Owens
1824 S. IH-35 Apt 156
Austin, TX 78704

-

sk TOTAL PAGE.D1 ok
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Dear FCL Chairman Kennard, q q Q/b

I am a supporter of creation of a Lowgmu (LPFM) radio serv1ce as outlined in the FCC's Notice of
Proposed Rulemaking in docket MM 99-25, which called for creation of 1000 wag and 100 watt commercial
and non-commercial LPFM stations nationwide.

It has come to my attention that the FCC intends to vote at its Jan 20th meeting to severely gut this proposal
(NPRM) providing for only non-commercial stations with maximum powes.af.100.watts (coverage thus limited
to only 3.5 miles as opposed to 9 miles for a 1000 watt station).

To place such severe limits on LPFM would doom the service before it begi ing it impossible to
obtain enough financial support, without being able to sell commercial axmmc, to ‘exist.

What possible reason can the FCC give for not permitting commercna.lﬁ wportad LPFM stations, other
than to protect NAB member stations from competition? Commercial suppottm nething to do with
interference! There is no good reason to doom the LPFM service by taking away its ability to support itself by
the sale of commercial advertising, a method of support that has served this mations stations well for over 75

years!

In fact to not allow commercial support would do a great disservice to small businesses in America that cannot
afford to advertise on full-power radio stations. LPFM stations would have mist thitr needs. A decision to not
allow commercial support would have a vast negative impact on small business in America and may well

violate some rules of the Small Business Administration.

I wish to remind you that there was an overwhelming number (thousan&) of Gomments filed in this
proceeding supporting the creation of 1000 watt and 100 watt stations, allowing fer both commercial and non-
commercial operation as set forth in the FCC's NPRM.

The public has spoken on this matter and to ignore this public mandate and cave in to political pressure from
the National Association of Broadcasters (NAB) is a disgrace and use of such anfj-competitive actions by the
NAB should be investigated by the Justice Department. '

The NAB tried to cause confusion on this issue by claiming that the new LPFM stations would cause
interference to existing stations. A receiver study conducted by the FCC proved this to be incorrect. The NAB
raised this smokescreen issue to attempt to conceal its real dislike for LPFM, the fact that it does not want
competition for listeners or advertising revenues for its member stations. The FCC cannot prevent competition
and is supposed to promote competition. R

I would hope that the FCC would vote for LPFM in its full form as propéiged #the NPRM or delay the vote
to clear the way for a workable LPFM service of 1000 watt and 100 watt commercial and non-commercial

stations.

Respectfully. " RECEIVED

Chuck Murphy
302 East Euclid Avenue ; ~ MAR 06 2000
Monmouth, IL 61462

COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION
309-734-3566 | mm OF THE SECAETANY

C ook mqj}“ " No. of Caples cd A
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sday, January 18, 2000 7:08 PM To: From: Gary Nixon , Page: 1 of 1

RIGINAL

d1-2 BECEIVED
© MAR 06 2000

PROSRAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION
Dear Chairman Kennard and Commissioners Ness an ” rlst*u OFFRLE OF THE SECRETARY

£X PARTE OR LATE FILED

On the eve the historic LPFM vote, I would once again ask that you consider a
commercial micro-service. i

Please do not leave us without a reasonable means of support. ‘One Watt, five,
ten...any amount is better than no amount.

You’ve come so far with this propeosal, please don’t t it fhere

Thank you for your time. My thoughts and encouragegent“fe with you.

Sincerely,

Gary Nixon

4760 Haase Drive

Fair Oaks, CA 95628-5825
9216-967-2930 Home

800-304-0996 Pager/voice mail (toll free)

January 19, 2000
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To: Chau'man willi nnard
Federal Communications. Cﬂ ‘
Washington D. C 20554

RECEIVED

MAR 06 2000

_FX ARTE"OR LATE FILED ACATIONS COUMESSION
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From: Vic Mlssman :
49 S. Baldwin Ave. Suit D
Sierra Madre, Ca 91024

January 18, 2000

|
;
I
|
I

Iama 'bifg‘ suppoﬂitef of LQW
FCC’S'NPRM Docket MNI ‘99’3

Recently 1t came t04 my attentl, th
January 20 meetmg

Please kindly vote yes for thec oati
very much needed comniumty Servic

LPFM stations shquld be ahle
operating expenses! ]or else thqy

2" & 3% adjacent chan.néi‘, i
stations or else many large cities-wi
oriented service is most needed
] . ’ N
Please kindly support Ct‘.‘l!’,nf';E
supportive comments filed by thousands

FETER s

>
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MAR 06 2000
ISEION

To: Chairman William Kennard e

Fr: Mac England, for 7 citizens in Flagstaff

Note:

Representative Hayworth,

I know you are quite busy these days, but please take a moment to note the concerns of

citizens in Flagstaff, Arizona regarding low-power FM. The gpcompanying pages came
in too late for me to mail so I am fazing them now (I know there are others following as
well) and will mail the hard copies first class tomorrow so you have original

documentation.
Have a great day!

Mac England

Mountain Air Community Radio
13 N. San Francisco Street, #101
Flagstaff, Az. 86001

520-214-9679

No. of Capies rec'd_t;___.

List ABCDE
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ORJGINAL PEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS CODUMISSION January 19, 2000

OPFICE OF THE SECRETARY
EX PARTE OR LATE FILED

Dear Chairman Kennard,

I would like to express my support for the FCC’s Notide of Proposed Rulemaking
in docket MM 99-25, relating to the creation of a Low Power FM (LPFM) radio service.
However, I recently learned that the FCC is considering making LPFM services non-
commercial only, and is also considering limiting power to 100 watts with an antenna
height of 30 meters. I would like to cncourage you to vote AGAR’ST these harsh
restrictions. ;

[ currently work at a radio station, arguably the most prominent l‘d.io station in the
country, KIIS-FM (102.7, Los Angeles). While my views in no way reflect the opinion of
my employers or the company, based on what I have learned from working in
coramercial radio, the creation of a non-commercial service and/or such a short broadcast
range would doom the service from the very start. Low power stations would have to
struggle to simply break even. The concept of low power stations was in part to give local
businesses the opportunity to advertise on a mass medium, the creation of a non-
commercial service would defeat that concept. I do not understand what the purpose
would be for not permitting commercial support of a low power service. Additionally,
such a low power limit would also limit a station to function commercially, and would
limit LPFM stations to small sized communities. In larger towns, an effective rangc of
3.5 miles is far from sufficient to cover an entire community.

Please vote for LPFM in its full form as proposed in MM 99-25, which called for the
creation of 1000 watt and 100 watt commercial and non-commerci!l stations.

Thank you,
Christian Wiehl] 4
1160 Encino Drive

San Marino, CA 91108
626-792-2823



‘sday, January 20, 2000 12:37 AM To: FCC Chairman Kennard From: Chuck Brush, 713-460-1041 Page: 1 of 1

¥

ORIGINA RECEIVED  sumecnaenn {1/ ‘1%@5

Company: ,
MAR 06 2000 Voice Number: 713-460-1041
Fax Number: 713-460-1041

F a x mmmmmmm 8510 Somneville . £y PARTE OR LATE FILED
Houston, Texas 77080

Date: Thursday. January 20, 2000
Total Pages: 1
Subject: LPFM \

Name: FCC Chairman Kennard
Company:

Voice Number:

Fax Number: (202) 4182801

Note: Dear Sir, Please don't pass a diluted version of the LPFM proposal.
Your original plan is worthy and creative, please stick by it.
Sincerely, Chuck Brush

uai‘“‘

)

List ABCDE

This fax was sent using RapidComm software from u[["l"nnhntlcs www. 3com.com




01/12/00 WED 17:01 FAX 9197430225 BROOKS PIERCE

L et D R AR AT | /M/l/\ qu 52/‘3/ -@(',0%

FX PARTE OR LATE FlLED i

e — ——
T T T e

——— T
- -

arluary §2,.2000 -

B201 Portals .. | . |
unjcationd Comrmsslon L T g oF THE ST

I' tl' Sw . S

e 'yoq w;ll takc a few mamants to scan’ these twb older arucles from the IRE r.he ‘ C. R
hich is now known as the IEEE, the lnsumtc of Electncal and ‘ PN

adio- Eﬁgmeers.
neefs t is the largest engmecrmg socnety in't wcrld. B ; :
&g ' "_

. d.ing;yoli thls matenal today via fax and have maxled onginal coples to you o
priority mgul ' The fax copy was sent to mect the one iné so that.you may "’ E
slde' thi§ xg;necrg in your January 20th meetmg; .The ongiﬁllm bﬂnz ma.tlcd to ydu m 4
& { is chfﬁcult toread. p .? ;’.-_.‘;;.'_;,.,_
me to sr,an thls material. lt is my effoﬁ tb 'yoll that the FCC staff B B
| you an erroneous conclusionto the 'LPPM by mcasutinga . . -

indiréctly related to the interference issue.; TO &nt‘?gdntg,m your - :
e pas as

ge, the ansWer IS

ke
§ hifle gﬂ'

tlt‘j w ph is ‘only
: ta is flayed, and you should ask if their method h;s A

ermination used to S set interference cnteni. To my‘ <

v:; L - i ; ' T
H e * [ . et l:

, giv#n you fhr?e amcles in this package

“s_-'an aruclc pubhshed in: IRB msncuons in ﬁrﬂ 1!62 lt hows how
i x}sq ‘ratio for FM stereophomc scrvwe This directly relatos o i
sung statmns X . : ‘ ,g : ‘.?'“,"-r"‘.

o
- hd
.

St ":.*i

" '{The second is a stud o the mterference effects caused by SCA (,Subsidia.ry URRREE

SRS ﬂxpihons Authonzat on) also_from the IRE proceedings -This study is included as an ’ :

cebe HNLE mpl, e of the '})xoper way to *ealculate and measure interference.. It is & short technical .- ! n Lo

EN RT3 SRR B 11 - itiop from the study of SCA mterferéncc to the M%ﬂdpnent channe! T £
t‘eé ncecaused y PFM . L y Lo

’lh.trd hrucle is a cbaptcr from a Bell Telcphonc tutorhl ou mho communicauons, i

How to calculate thc interference from one wransinitter. W anogher. - It is pa.rucularly
be an entry Jevel tiitorial, and-is not;

71 slgifi ant, iag the afticle was written by engineets fo _
b pirticul ly$ difficult to undqrsmnd. Remember that the phane' c¢ y depe.nded heavily.on
LN _qtovtm., e radio coinmumcatlon for its long stance. networks, ; had to learn o calculate
ORE tasurc, add tompromise, In the real world, everything thers was about interference and -

EARE I 10 fof its systeﬁ}s to ?vork pmperly 'I'he cornpatxblhty nll ancc issug. 15 also a

DRTCANIE : " Nootc@g:asmc'd:’{:j-‘

e ]

f' ! 1 KR . ; ‘.1\
8 - I OIaua 343|-|




01/12/00 WED 17:02 FAX 9187430225

__BROOKS_PIERCE

doo3

4-:. "* : ) . , -
' o " y .
| g i o

‘H,::ri ,g . A BN Tt

'<L| ¢ R . e e

ithm all.of the studies use S to noise as the measure of mnerfe —thisis 0y

t:? ‘Lhod of heasurmg 1mpalrm5n‘:a:o a service, even if it mwd(hﬂd subjectivcly p ;_\ o |k 5

f thc stuclles rc. ‘aver thirty years old; and 1 havc choden- ﬁm to deuionstrate ,. L

!wi' physncs = the rules of the technical gameé wegg, ST ‘nfintgesitnal momems -4
was cx#ealecl m the "Bxg Bang" and they w1lt remaif. e m‘b thls day

. h 'e
3 would m:c jou to COIISldcf that severhl ucms must be wbthed ﬂlrmh ﬁtst befqre

power FM rulemaking: -

'6 er‘\‘ f m’to Low

B ERR st you m?st bring
2yl minercial FM,
‘ .1 ‘e tho sdndards

the non»commercml FM sccond ad]
ond adjacent channel sundar
for the shme exact physical sltuancm

-;:4'?

cha;mel standa:d up to.
ysics dozs not’ allow you to

L fapﬂiﬂ;s o ?.he riew standaf

s if they so wish, and {ou should’

mer Jocations -and/or channel allocations by

Sec d, you must enact non-commeraal FM adjacent ch-nnel therc:i" ‘
dal' e%nva.lent to that ¢f.the commecrcial FM, adjacent ¢ chanoel * fathered” - .,“
q s pu lic pohcy rcqun'es you to treat the sa mc exu:t phylial sltuations Wlth
fﬁ ?thl'lS - ‘ P . - v
! : R
iI'ilird, ‘you qmt all exlstmg broadcastcrs an adequate od m gta.dé thelr '_
gement o

mm&' ax!lounts so that they

}" lfk:len’i uqe'Bf th FM band

‘i?ou \ you Jnust
oul ‘v

..,_‘_

. \duht of time and :study.

must be propequ ‘and correctly p

‘area and mmmuze interference potcnnal -

bhsh a prorected secoﬂdary semae aret for
ogmzed secondary service area,

It is your,

laxmed and ullommed and that
' charge to regijate in a

FM smnons FM |s
n, good public’ pohcy

will take 2°
mdeht logical, and -

thl: can unly make more L

ianer,|

just 28 those

thcir faci]iues in a.

who are regulath by you mu!t opcmc

a

e i e N A
priniiiet

responmble manrner.

1

L T
P
|

Slhcerely,

} ; - Géncral Managcr

, } E
b l .
. h o
B 1 4 .,
5 o
b ,‘
Lo
I 1 e .
Pl i . e
- AT 3d49m

ithout a 1 L

3T uu'e )fo to gwﬁelFM broadcasters the equxvalent secon service meénon as you gwe E '; j : i

M brdade jrs VHF—TV low band and lugh band and: U bqhd hmndustors o

Bl : “Flfﬂu 90\1 mus! detex‘mme the technical spemﬁcanon for Dlzltal Audlo BroadcaSﬂn S
) é dét‘eﬁm the, irhpact of eristing FM stanons to thc transition m dlgml broadcastlng llst IR T
iy you! }mya for digl l telev;smn | Py
JEE R
ot u"l“he anid. o y then you may comuder the addmon of lddmaml channols to all the _' N l’ .
;. 1o cﬁSﬁn ban({ T use Hiy, the general pubhc th an aurnl pxvice, and a ‘television - T T .
! \1sefv rices yYet pgam good pu lic policy requires you to treat the sjmila r situations sxm:larly, b e
s Tk .1 th isino n tha.t ere cannot be a Low Power “Peoplé's™ AM and FM Service, 8 o
S RN P \yen' “Pe sle’s” Digital AM and FM Service, and a Low Power "People’s” Analog e
, .;;" ) ’ fa él Dl lil ”?Teievxsl&n Semce. all loglcally allocated wnthm thca ﬁme regulauons ’ - a f‘;‘i

H




01,/12/00 WED 17:C3 FAX 9&9_74_39_2.25 . BROOKS PIERCE
i WwCPE RADIO =

3.

Transactions " |
ON BROADCAST R
AND TELEVISION

i | | nE ARSI NPT I
N INTERNATIONAL CONVENTION ISSUE IR R ;
e i PN L i §
) ; ] ] : oy T ] i
- & Volume BTR-8 " APRIL., 1962 Coy o ! Nu'h,\,e,-r;a “H
- t AT i
! e P T
* TABLE OF CONTENTS | pobob § i 11 4
- BGITR Informai o 2 ;o ppok[peged TS
’ PGITR Information ........coooo oo IR . . TIRIRENRIS RN AR
'|" ' PCBTR Administrative Committae, 1962-1964 ., ' SNSRI 'Y IR
| Minules of Meeting, Administrative Comenittee . . .. e 33 LEERE
. Chicago Spring Canference Program .. ... .. : ) X ke ;
| PCBTR Technical Communfeation . .............. S W S
| " Harvis O. Wood. Philco R
| EarlyReturns Brom WUHF ... ... ..ocoovn s Lol ii’n Y IRER
I Arnold G. Skrivseth, FCC ‘ , | , AR S TR Bk 314
1 A New Approach to Testing High Veltage Defloction Tubes ... . «-oooveeeooe R P Lol E Sk 5 SEETY J Y {f
i . H. A Winlinger and J. A. Dean, RCA : e coap gty I PR & R ;g
| 1, Whereand How Much . ... ORI e et TR
\ . John C. Sinclair, Zenith - i N LRy :
.. High Voltage Ceramio T e S : ....... CHIY L E
P. A. veri Berkum, ]. C. Sinclair and K. Ranay, Zenith T | IR
‘ A Transistor Vertical Deflection Circuit Employing Transformer Coupling . /.- - [P DI NEIRE 3
Bl L. A. Freedman, RCA _ Cb REEEEN
., Some Notes on the Calculation of the 5/N Ratio L REERAS
. For un FM System Employing » Double Side Band AM Multiplex Signal ........... ] oo i Ak
o N. Parkor, Motorala and D. W. Ruby, Zenith ‘ ' e R
i Television Relaying via Satelltes .. ........... P e S PR NEERE
' H E Weppler, ATCT . it R
l ‘ArngvlewofSoinenftheﬂecentDzvelopméntsinColnr'l‘V.. . i ...... 1‘ il
i P Bernard D. Loughlin, Consultant S FIBLE
1 ; Stereophonic Frequency Test Record for Automatic Pick Up Tosting . R EREREE ! Gy
3 ' A. Schwartz, G. W. Sioles, B. B. Bauor, GBS Labs. | 'R
A Staresphonle Ceramic Plek Up Curtridge for 8 Gram Tracking R ol c e Ly
"L Dt Mottia, E. Kauline, B. B, Bausr, CBS Labs. | A1
i A Stereo Tone Arm for Tracking at 2 Crams on a Recard Changer ..........o ? e A
| . G.W, Suiles, B. B. Bauer, CDS Labs. e , SETEE
| Future of Transistors In Television Receivars . . .. ...... ..o naeers A U , j
. Roger R. Webster, Texos Instrionents L ' b
. it

T e uUBLISHED BY THE

ProOFeSssionaL GROUP ON BROADCAST AND TEiL EVISION RECEIVERS




01/12/00

o I TR S SRR L
.l| l N ‘!!3'%1{ {';
! RN B R
. ! I B
. L .|[ RN
SOME NOTES ON THE CALCULATION OF THE Ség RATIO ron SYST IQNIHQ ‘{i;
A DOUELE SIDEBAND AM PLEX 82 1 3 il@ ?71! i
N T B AR
From Socme Uhpubliahed ‘Calsulations nyr | i ytl‘_gﬁ :
) I: ; ‘ ‘.‘:! .|I"| i
Motorols, Inc. | O R R LY ‘ﬁ g
Franklin Park, Illinoils | b E i AT R
H H vt s 4 [
: By: Donald W, Ruby i | i Loy
Zanith Radle Corporationb i IR A I
i, Chicago; Illinola : i. Pt St
l i | ;v LR t
Lo ' .IL 'i ' : l'l
SUMMARY: Equations are developed which W, = nﬂau-r no, u v.wcuy SF
. determine the S/N retio for A - p.l& carribr, volpage I
soth a monophonic and storeo- a iF i
phonic signal including the AN = ine u; mi‘sa wntag-

expression for S/
receiver vwhich 18

WED 1/ 04 FAX 9197430225

WCPE RADIO

effect of deemphasis. A SN
ratio lcoss of 23 Pb 18 1ndl-
cated.

It is rirst desiradble to obtain an
ratic in an FM
operating with surri-

cient signal-level to produde coherent
or above threshold reaeption.

ABgume that the IP is flat topped

and suffioicnt B.W. to tranomit the sip-
nal given dy

f7t27 /La‘“‘fz’zr’k‘ﬁi"““

where M(t
at the output of tha IF and A,

w“t7)

48 the 1netancanaous signa)
= peak

(1)

oarrier voltage

= shgular veleeity of the carrier

signal.

= maximum deviation of the carrier in

ops.

= modulating fregquency in ¢ps.
= mbdulneion angular veleoldly.

Now if the signal is passed through &

. diseriminator having e slope

volt/
radian of disariminator

(m s such that ey = O when ¥ = 0)

(2)

ey = mwicou W, t = discriminator signal
veo

8.

8 2 ' .
.;gz:ﬂﬁ_ watts of 813n31~power

tage and the pignal powerx
(normaliged to & 1 ohm load)

(3)

At the same time the alectriczl noiae

outp

ut of the diseriminator causded by an

olactrical noiss compenent AN volts in
the IF output 1s given by

=)

(o

-‘”f%lvah.nns (et + 7))

(4)

¢

BROOKS PIERCE

m = dlnprllinayor u;ope Voleu/

n.d?.an -".‘.E R TEE

The incrementpl detector i:o;l.sa powu* 1|h' N

given by . Lo 4 “. H
' L r .
-
e
iittzjb;:;. 1b ‘ghven I¥$§°§°§n§§"ﬁr q'
LL-.' !I’A/V

210:" Z ,r

where n = ultil/brole ét IP nbine i

N = peak IF np:l.sa wi :ge 1p s.ncrqnents o

of 4f and -

AA <

) “ﬁ%
P i i

.|‘
Now 8inoce Ag eﬁk ¢hrr1 r‘val

- ——

the IR peak e rrler ouer (q? 1426
1 chm) is sivon by i u 1L R
! A‘ !' :‘i; s l
‘e'.i'z ‘ P
» RS
ra i: v ol :

' <. "!
P r “%‘,i

The total no:l.io in tha d:.sczr:.au’.rlatoz:~l
output 1a n’dueod b an 1|":ozta gom=.
ponents whish

to produce:a ptlnal
pasgband of B of the
signal

p

312‘ Yora
au oy us¢a
{ndludes's o;-

“_3;—'.153‘ -

=
==

ents frem B ozolu below to B oygles>:
sbove, apd th ath oF t i? dpe .
not affect thf ‘$/N when opaﬁa ab?v
threghold. L [ l,u.u ey { .
® ‘ “ !_ : ‘.' ‘ A
Therefore, /1{4. SN () I
2’: AR 4 -
,’M ﬂ‘ i l 1 !5 T ‘e B
3~ ! BRI i,“
.' \ 1 ‘: Yo '.-:’ 3
‘. :' : ‘!. “1| ‘1
a O I
O T I S T
I Lot h
I " : ;;» 1‘ Fq
i \ . {; ¢J
IR I

e

B

CEn .
‘I‘Ifi ;
INE
E R
E: B O
R

'} vy oL

ey s

Jatiid
By oy f
EEEEE

EIR I
" .t 1
EH L
IR
At
i
B Y .:

1]

e fay o i Ao o gt

T

s

PRI

\A_mari o Z.

o lcaoa

vo.
I
1 ::?
il
HL§
w ‘f
L
A
I
Ty
w B
£y
]Er
o
i
-
:,K
%
e
5;I
i.
i
o
y
N
b
o
s
R
40




